































…  all  jenen  Personen  in  Dar‐es  Salaam,  die  sich  bereit  erklärten,  mit  mir  ihre  Erfahrungen  und 
Gedanken zu teilen. Besonderer Dank gilt dabei dem Karatu District Council, dessen MitarbeiterInnen 





… meinen  Eltern,  die mich  vor  und während meiner  Studienzeit  immer unterstützt  haben und mir 
meinen bisherigen Weg in dieser Form ermöglichten.  
... meinen Geschwistern, Freunden und Freundinnen für viele schöne ablenkende Abendstunden, die 
mich  davon  abhielten  während  des  Schreibprozesses  gänzlich  mit  meinem  Computer  zu 
verschmelzen.    
...  Leonie,  durch  deren  Annahme  eines  Praktikums  in  einer  der  langweiligsten  Städte  der  Welt  

































Agencies,  the  Governments  introduced  new  Water  Policies,  emphasising  the  economic  value  of 
water,  the  importance  of  higher  efficiency  and  cost  recovery.  Decentralisation  and  Private  Sector 
Participation  are  the  chosen methods  to  achieve  the  goal  of  100 %  coverage  of water  supply  and 
sanitation for the first time within the following two decades. 
In all  three countries,  the Water Sector Reforms are part of poverty  reducing strategies, which are 
supposed to determine the present policies in all sectors. Because of this relationship between water 
and poverty  it  is  pointed out why access  to  safe water  is  an  important  factor  to  alleviate poverty. 
After  comparing  the  three Water  Sector  Reforms,  it  is  concluded  that  in  fact  there  are  almost  no 
differences  to be  found. The  reason  for  this  lies  in  the strong  influence  that Donor Agencies, most 
notably  the World Bank and  the  International Monetary Fund, had on  the  content of  the  reforms. 
Whereas  official  government  papers  assure  the  inclusion  of  the  Civil  Society,  many  stakeholders 
criticised the preparation process as dominated by the Governments and the two international donor 
agencies.  It  is  also  because  of  these  agencies’  policies,  that  Decentralisation  and  Private  Sector 







The  whole  study  was  carried  out  mainly  by  literature  research,  supplemented  by  qualitative 
interviews  used  in  the  case  study.  The  case  study was  carried  out  in  close  collaboration with  the 









Problemen  in  der  Versorgung  der  Bevölkerung  mit  Trinkwasser  und  sanitären  Einrichtungen 
konfrontiert. Nachdem eine Reihe von politischen Maßnahmen nichts an diesem Zustand änderten, 
starteten  die  Regierungen  im  Jahr  2000  eine  weitere  Reformoffensive.    Durch  eine  neue,  von 
Dezentralisierung  und  Einbeziehung  des  Privaten  Sektors  gekennzeichnete,  Wasserpolitik  soll 
innerhalb  der  nächsten  zwei  Jahrzehnte  in  jedem  der  drei  Länder  der  Zugang  der  gesamten 
Bevölkerung zu sauberem Trinkwasser und adäquaten sanitären Einrichtungen gesichert werden. 
Die  Wassersektorreformen  sind  jeweils  übergreifenden  Strategien  zur  Armutsreduzierung 
untergeordnet,  welche  die  Politik  aller  Sektoren  bestimmen.  Aufgrund  des  Zusammenhanges 
zwischen Wasser  und  Armut weist  die  vorliegende  Arbeit  zunächst  darauf  hin,  wie  der  Zugang  zu 
sicherem Trinkwasser einen Beitrag zur Armutsreduktion  leisten kann. Der anschließende Vergleich 
der  drei  Reformen  führt  zu  dem  Ergebnis,  dass  sich  diese  kaum  voneinander  unterscheiden.  Die 
Ursache dafür findet sich im starken Einfluss der Geberorganisationen, insbesondere  der Weltbank 
und  des  Internationalen Währungsfonds,  auf  die  Inhalte  der  Reformen.  Offizielle  Dokumente  der 
Regierungen weisen zwar auf die Zusammenarbeit mit der Zivilbevölkerung hin, diese kritisierte den 
Prozess  jedoch  als  von  den  Wasserministerien  sowie  den  internationalen  Geberorganisationen 
dominiert.  Die  Politik  der  zwei  größten  Geberorganisationen  ist  auch  verantwortlich  für  die 
Fokussierung  auf  Dezentralisierung  und  Privatisierung  im  Wassersektor,  welche  ambivalent  zu 
bewerten ist: Während zahlreiche Studien auf negative Erfahrungen mit diesen Ansätzen hinweisen, 
zeigt  diese  Arbeit  auch,  dass  die  zwei  Strategien  unter  bestimmten  Voraussetzungen  durchaus 
positive Wirkungen  erzielen  können.  Eine  im  Norden  von  Tansania  durchgeführte  Feldstudie  zeigt 
mögliche  Auswirkungen  einer  privat  organisierten  Wasserversorgung.  Im  Fallbeispiel  steht  eine 
deutliche  Verbesserung  der  Versorgungssituation  in  den  vergangenen  zehn  Jahren  negativen 
Auswirkungen wie mangelnde Transparenz und eine ungleiche Verteilungssituation gegenüber. 
Die  gesamte  Arbeit  wurde  überwiegend  anhand  von  Literaturrecherchen  ausgearbeitet,  welche 
durch  die  in  der  Fallstudie  durchgeführten  qualitativen  Interviews  ergänzt  wurden.  Die  Fallstudie 
wurde in enger Zusammenarbeit mit dem Institut für Finanzwissenschaft und Infrastrukturpolitik der 
Technischen Universität Wien sowie dem Institut für Siedlungswasserbau, Industriewasserwirtschaft 
und  Gewässerschutz  der  Universität  für  Bodenkultur  Wien  durchgeführt,  welche  eine  Reihe  von 






































































































































































































CS      Civil Society               
CSOs      Civil Society Organisations           
DWD      Directorate of Water Development         
DWP      District Water Point   
GDP      GrossDomesticProduct           
GTZ      Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit       
GoK      Government of Kenya             
GoT      Government of Tanzania           
GoU      Government of Uganda            
HDI      Human Development Index         
HDR      Human Development Report   
HIPC      Heavily Indebted Poor Countries         
IMF      International Monetary Fund           
MDGs      Millennium Development Goals         
MoW      Ministry of Water             
MWI      Ministry of Water and Irrigation         
NAWAPO    National Water Policy             
NRWSSP    National Rural Water Supply and Sanitation Programme   
NGOs      Non Governmental Organisations         
NWSC      National Water and Sewerage Corporation 
PEAP      Poverty Eradication Action Plan      
PRSP      Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper         
PSP      Private Sector Participation           
SWAp      Sector Wide Approach             
UN      United Nations   
UNESCO    United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
UNDP      United Nations Development Programme         
xiii 
 
UWSSP     Urban Water Supply and Sewerage Programme      
WSP‐WB    Water and Sanitation Programme of the World Bank     
WRMP      Water Resources Management Programme       
WSDP      Water Sector Development Programme       
WSR      Water Sector Reform             
WSP      Water Service Provider            
WSB      Water Services Board             
WSRB      Water Service Regulatory Board   
WSRS      Water Sector Reform Secretariat 
WSRSC     Water Sector Reform Steering Committee       
WSS      Water Supply and Sanitation           
WSSA      Water Supply and Sewerage Authority         



















contrast  to  the centralised and governmental owned water systems of  the past,  this  time all  three 
Governments decided to decentralise the water sector and to strengthen the private sector for water 
supply.  Although  the  former  approach  could  not  adequately  solve  the  problems,  international 
experiences show that the policies of Decentralisation and Private Sector Participations also contain 



















and  Uganda  may  lead  to  improvements  in  the  water  supply  and  sanitation  for  the  customers, 
particularly the poor. The objective shall be reached by answering the following questions: 
• How and by what means is water scarcity contributing to the intensification of poverty?  
• Were  the planning processes of  the  sector  reforms  as  country owned and participatory  as 
claimed by  the Governments of each country and,  if not, which stakeholders had the most 
influence? 
• What  are  the  similarities  and what  are  the  differences  between  the  sector  reforms  of  the 
three countries? 
• Are  Decentralisation  and  Private  Sector  Participation  adequate  policies  to  improve  water 
supply and sanitation? 











why  the WSRs  are  combined with  other  sectors  into  overall  poverty  reducing  strategies,  and  how 
improvements in the water sector can contribute to this reduction.  








The  experiences  with  political  strategies  of  Decentralisation  and  Private  Sector  Participation  are 
described  in  chapter  six.  The  first  part  presents  the historical  and  theoretical  background of  these 
approaches. The second part is the analysis of experiences and lessons learned so far, which shows 
some factors of crucial importance for the success of the reforms.  
In  chapter  seven  a  case  study  conducted  a  few  years  after  the  introduction  of  the Water  Sector 
Reform in a rural region in northern Tanzania is described. The example is not meant to give overall 
answers  if  a  certain  strategy  works  or  works  not,  but  shall  demonstrate  one  of  many  possible 
outcomes of the water sector reforms.  




Reforms  were  introduced  just  a  few  years  ago,  so  that  outcomes  measured  by  figures  and 
percentages  are  rare.  Also  detailed  analyses  about  outcomes  regarding  the  working  process  and 
interaction  between  the  different  stakeholders  in  the  water  sectors  after  the  reform  process  are 
missing.  
Data  collection  through  review of  electronic  documents  often was  limited  in  quality  and  quantity. 
Whereas  the  Ministries’  homepages  provide  digitised  and  profound  information  about  the  water 
policies,  little  information  published  by  Local  Governments  or  Civil  Society,  which  are  important 
stakeholders in the new organised water sectors, could be found.  
The  comparison  of  the  contents,  objectives  and  outcomes  of  the  reforms  also  provided  a  few 
difficulties.  The  question  how  to  measure  improvements  in  the  water  sector  is  high  on  the 
international  agenda  and  far  from  being  solved.  Consequently,  Donor  Agencies,  multilateral 
organisations and Governments follow different goals, standards and definitions, which complicates 
inter‐country comparisons. 
During  the  case  study  the most  limiting  factor was  shortage  of  time,  of  both  researcher  and  local 






1.5 The  situation  of  water  supply  and  sanitation  in  Tanzania,  Kenya 
and Uganda 
Tanzania,  Uganda  and  Kenya  are  not  only  neighbours  situated  in  the  south‐west  of  the  “African 
Horn”,  but  also  share  a  strong  political  relationship.  Together with  Burundi  and  Rwanda,  they  are 
aligned  in  the East African Community as well as  in  the Nile Basin  Initiative, which was  founded  in 
1999. The latter organisation in particular is a strong tool to harmonise the water management and 
utilisation of the three countries of a major water source commonly shared, namely the Nile River. 





All  three  countries  are  situated  in  the  tropical  climate  zone  and,  in  theory,  are  supplied  with  a 
relative high amount of fresh water. The average rainfall of the countries is varying between 500 mm 
and 2000 mm, what is about the same variation as in Austria. Nevertheless, rainfall in some regions is 









































does  not  stand  out  as  extremely  bad  compared  to  other  countries  on  the map.  According  to  this 
figure,  in  these countries  the annual  renewable water  supply per person varies between 500‐1000 
m3/person/year and 1700‐4000 m3/person/year. In areas where per capita water supply drops below 
1700  m3/year,  the  situation  is  defined  as  “water  stress”  ‐  a  situation  in  which  disruptive  water 
shortages  can  frequently  occur.3Together  with  Figure  3  and  Figure  4  this  figure  shows,  that  the 
current  situation  of  water  supply  in  Tanzania,  Kenya  and  Uganda  may  be  influenced,  but  is  not 
determined only by geographical  and natural  conditions.  The  figures underline  that  “for  the water 













comparison,  Ugandan  average  consumption  in  rural  areas  ranges  from  12  to  14  litres  a  day.5The 
Austrian Ministry of Water states a number between 140 and 150 l/person/day.6 Exact figures about 
water  consumption  in  Kenya, Uganda  and  Tanzania  are  even  harder  to  find,  but  different  sources 
state an amount of 20 to 60 l/person/day.7The minimum threshold for water consumption is defined 
by  the  UN  with  20  litres  a  day.8Figure  6  is  based  again  on  different  numbers,  which  are 

















three countries.  In each of  them, coverage  is significantly different between urban and rural areas. 




about  the  level  of  services  and  related  costs.  Nevertheless,  it  has  to  be  noted  that  in  all  three 





















Urban  11 990  38  89  56 
Rural  19 550  62  46  43 Kenya 
Total  31 540  100  62  48 
           
Urban  3 000  12  87  53 
Rural  22 004  88  52  39 Uganda 
Total  25 004  100  56  41 
           
Urban  12 334  34  92  54 
Rural  23 942  66  62  41 Tanzania 
Total  36 276  100  73  46 
Table 1: Water supply and sanitation coverage in percent of total inhabitants 
Source: UNICEF; WHO:2004 25‐30 
Figures  7  and 8 on access  to drinking water  and  sanitation  facilities  show  the extreme differences 
between urban and rural areas. As seen in Figure 7, the proportion of population without access to 
water (red bar) is much higher in rural areas than in urban areas. In 2004, between 45 % and 55 % of 
the  rural population  in all  three  countries did not have access  to water  compared  to only 10 %  to 







Figure  8  also  shows  the  differences  of  access  between  rural  and  urban  areas,  this  time  regarding 
access to sanitation facilities, which can be anything from a simple pit  latrine or septic tank up to a 













and  juridical  framework  of  the  water  sector  reforms  in  Tanzania,  Uganda  and  Kenya.  The  main 
sources  of  information  were  governmental  institutions,  particularly  Ministries  of  Water  (MoW). 
International  institutions  which  were  included  in  the  composition  of  the  sector  reforms,  e.g.  the 
Deutsche  Gesellschaft  für  Technische  Zusammenarbeit  (GTZ)  or  the  Water  and  Sanitation 
Programme of the World Bank (WSP‐WB), also provided a lot of papers on this issue. The literature 
for  the  analyse  of  stakeholder  involvement  into  the  elaboration  of  the  reforms  was  provided  by 
governmental  institutions  and  big  Donor  Agencies  such  as  the World  Bank,  but  also  by  different 
development research institutes and local Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs) that participated 
in  the  progress.  The  chapter  related  to  Decentralisation  and  Private  Sector  Participation  is  based 




































Kaviwasu (water suppling company) 
Customers 
Table 2: Stakeholders in the water supply sector in Karatu 
The  field  research  started  with  the  interviews  at  the  highest  level  and  finally  ended  up  at  the 
customers’  level.  In  the  first  interviews  only  a  very  few major  questions were  defined  so  that  the 
interview partners could constitute the research questions and major problems of the sector on their 
own.  This  type  of  interviews  can  also  be  classified  as  Unstructured  Interviews,  which  let  the 
conversation develop within an area of general interest and concern.11 
The questions and answers of the interviewees were taken into account for the following literature 
review,  which  was  again  followed  by  more  structured  interviews  one  level  below.  This  approach 
reflects the theory of repeating data sampling, data analysis and theory development. At the middle 
level,  e.g.  Local  Government  or  a  water  supplying  company,  semi‐structured  Interviews  could  be 
used. This  type  is  characterised by predetermined questions, but  the order and wording  is open.12 
Finally,  the  interview method used  at  the  lowest  level was  Structured  Interviews, which  contain  a 
fixed set of questions with pre‐specified and standardised wording. The answers in this method can 
vary  between  fixed,  pre‐specified or  open‐ended.13  In  this  research, most  questions  contained  the 
last option.   To  include  the knowledge and views of all  types of customers and  in addition reach a 
significant number of answers,  the  interviews, which were performed directly at  the District Water 











Tanzania,  Uganda  and  Kenya  have  embedded  their  Water  Sector  Reforms  into  overall  poverty 
reducing  strategies,  which  are  the  Vision  2025  in  Tanzania14,  the  Vision  2030  in  Kenya15  and  the 
Poverty Eradication Action Plan (PEAP) in Uganda.16 Next to many others, the Water Sector Reforms 
are part of  these politics.  The  following abstracts  show how water  supply and  sanitation  influence 







the  abilities  of  individuals  to  meet  their  basic  needs.  This  means,  individuals  do  not  have  the 
resources to meet their basic needs for healthy living and a dignified existence. They do not have the 
resources to provide for food, shelter, clothing and medical services. Relative poverty, on the other 






not  all  capabilities  are  determined  by  income,  income  nevertheless  plays  a  significant  part  in 
generating  capabilities. A  study based on  the work of Amartya  Sen and examined  in 2004  tried  to 










indicates  that  the  association  between  poverty  and material  well‐being  exists  across  all  the  well‐
being measures used, though the magnitude does vary.20 
The  United  Nations,  who  were  mainly  responsible  bringing  the  relationship  between  water  and 
poverty on the international agenda, define poverty as  
“a human condition characterised by the sustained or chronic deprivation of the 
resources, capabilities, choices, security and power necessary for the enjoyment of 
an adequate standard of living and other civil, cultural, economic, political and 
social rights.”21 
In  practice,  various  institutions  dealing  with  poverty  have  given  different  numbers  of  levels  of 
poverty, as the international poverty line of 1.25$22 used by the World Bank. This absolute concept 
has  faced  a  lot  of  criticism,  mainly  by  arguing  that  this  definition  departs  from  the  established 
concepts  and  procedures  for measuring  poverty.  Although  the  purchasing  power  parity  is  applied, 
the arbitrary  “dollar  a day” does not have a  realistic basis  in  terms of  representing poverty  across 
localities and boundaries. The same argument goes for the categorisation of countries as being poor 






















“the degradation of water resources contributes to poverty and undermines 
economic development. Protection of environment and water is a social and 





agriculture  is  essential  for  food  production.  Inadequate  and/or  unequal  access  to water  are,  thus, 
both a result and a cause of poverty. The close link between water and poverty is made clear in the 
United Nations Millennium Declaration, which targets 
“to halve, by the year 2015, the proportion of the world’s people whose income is 
less than one dollar a day and the proportion of people who suffer from hunger 
and, by the same date, to halve the proportion of people who are unable to reach or 
to afford safe drinking water.”27 
Many of the MDGs and their specific targets rely on improvements in the water sector. For example, 
“MDG 1: Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger” will not be fulfilled without providing more water 





Combat HIV/Aids, malaria,  and other diseases”, as better water quality and  sanitation  services will 
reduce children’s and expectant mothers’ susceptibility to diseases and generally improve health. It 
will  prevent  pregnancy  and  birth  complications,  and  increase  people’s  ability  to  combat  HIV/Aids, 
malaria,  and  other  diseases.28Because  of  the  broad  effects  of  inadequate  access  to  water  and 









Waterusage  can  be  divided  into  two  categories,  domestic  use  and  productive  use  of  water,  and 
efforts in both types of water use are essential to finally achieve some of the MDGs. Domestic water 
use refers to water used for household purposes, such as drinking, cooking, bathing, washing clothes 

























































































The  widespread  effects  of  the  water  sector  are  also  reflected  in  the  attempts  to  measure  water 
poverty. One method to do so is the International Water Poverty Index which measures a countries’ 
position  relatively  to  each  other  in  the  provision  of  water.  Besides  of  components  referring  to 

















the  water  distribution  so  that  the  poor  gain  access  to  the  water  needed  for  consumption  and 
production is complex and highly contested. The problem of securing water  is often presented as a 
question  of  physical  lack  of  water  available  for  human  use.  But  the  facts  easily  erode  these 
statements. For instance, most African countries face large problems in securing sufficient and clean 
water for the whole population, but physically the continent has 1.5 times more water available per 








“the point at which the aggregate impact of all users impinges on the supply or 
quality of water under prevailing institutional arrangements to the extent that the 
demand by all sectors, including the environment, cannot be satisfied fully”37, 
is  the  result  of  the  interplay  between  resource  availability,  consumption  patterns  and  the  
(mis‐)management of the resources. Water scarcity is thus linked to water governance rather than to 




access  to  safe  drinking  water  in  sufficient  quantities  are  vulnerable  and  in  every  sense  poor  and 
lacking a decent livelihood. Inadequate supply of safe drinking water, therefore, has the potential to 
sustain  and  reproduce  poverty39,  as  observed  by  a  recent  study  of  the  International  Water 
Management Institute: 
 “One facet of water deprivation, that is widely recognized as a typical 
characteristics of poverty, is subminimal access to near, safe water and sanitation 
facilities, which results in severe waterborne diseases and often in exorbitantly 
high costs in labour or cash. But a comprehensive approach is needed, one which 
recognizes that that poor people’s water needs are multifaceted. Water especially 
affects income generation, another major element of well being of which poor 
people are typically deprived. Poor people’s self–employment and wage 
employment opportunities in urban and especially rural areas depend on water, in 
addition to other factors.”40 
Table  4  is  intended  to  support  the  views  mentioned  above,  all  saying  that  there  is  a  strong 
relationship between water scarcity and poverty, by simple comparison of a country’s percentage of 
population  without  access  to  safe  water  and  its  rank  in  the  Human  Development  Index  (HDI). 
Although  the  HDI  has  often  been  criticised  as  a  too  absolute way  to measure  poverty,  the  figure 
shows  that  there  is  some  kind  of  correlation.  The  greater  the  proportion  of  the  population  not 
accessing safe water, the  lower the country’s ranking by HDI. Among the 15 countries compared in 












Some of  the major  issues  that are affected by water  scarcity have been worked out by  the UNDP. 
Amongst others, effects have been detected on state economy, personal income, health, education 
and gender equity. Some more are: 





• Mounting  pressure  to  reallocate  water  from  agriculture  to  industry  threatens  to  increase 
rural poverty. 
• Deprivation in water and sanitation perpetuates gender inequality and disempowers women. 






• Achieving  the Millennium Development Goal  target  for water and  sanitation would  reduce 
the  costs  to  health  systems  of  treating  water‐related  infectious  diseases  by  1.7  billion$, 
increasing the resources available for HIV/AIDS treatment.41 
Figure 10 provided by the FAO shows the huge potential for poverty reduction in Sub‐Saharan Africa 














expenditures  for  water.  First,  distance  from  the  utility  inflates  prices.  As  water  passes  through 
intermediaries and each adds transport and marketing costs, prices are ratcheted up. Consequently 
poor people, especially the ones without private connection, living in urban slums as well as in rural 
areas often pay 5‐10  times higher prices per  litre of water  than wealthy people  living  in  the  same 
area.42Second, in poor areas a much higher percentage of income is spent on water. For example, the 
cost of water  in four analysed Nigerian cities  in 2008 (Kano,  Ibadan, Kaduna, Port Harcourt) ranged 
from  0.18$  to  0.35  $  per  25  litres.  An  average  family will  need  about  240  litres  for  daily  survival, 
meaning  that  about  1.73‐3.36  $  are  required  for  daily  provision  of  water.43  With  more  than  60 
percent of the Nigerian population living below 1 $ per day, a common family will have to spend all 
of  its  total  income and even borrow  to meet  its water needs. Allocating  such a high proportion of 
income to water makes many families economically vulnerable or instantly aggravates the situation 
of families already living in poverty. Furthermore, families without daily access to safe water face a 
high  incidence  of  water‐borne  diseases,  which  further  reduce  people’s  productivity  and  income 
generation  capacity.44  Figure  11  and  Figure  12  below  show  the  correlation  between  income  and 
access  to water.  In general,  the  lower  the  income, expressed  in  the  figures as GDP per  capita,  the 































Human  health  depends  on  safe,  adequate,  accessible  and  reliable  drinking  water.  Amongst  many 
other  possibilities,  contamination  may  occur  in  the  form  of  agricultural  chemical  inputs,  such  as 
pesticides  and  fertilisers,  industrial  waste,  and  municipal  waste  including  domestic  waste.  These 
provide doses of pollution, which are directed to water bodies (streams, rivers, lakes, swamps, etc.) 
and finally, often by animals, are transferred to consumers, resulting in illnesses and deaths. Water 
related diseases,  such as  typhoid,  cholera and diarrhoea, are among  the most  significant causes of 
deaths among children under the age of five years in Asia and Africa. However water‐related diseases 
are not only associated with avoidable child deaths. Instead, they account for about 5 % of the global 
burden of disease.45 When people  in poor households fall  ill,  their productivity declines and with  it 
their  ability  to  generate  income or  grow  food.46This may  translate  into  food  insecurity  for  families 
living on the edge of existence. As a further result, cost of medicine may arise, straining the income 
of  a  household  by  diverting  it  from  daily  basic  necessities.  Furthermore  on  a  national  level, 
Governments have to incur higher expenditures on medicines, mounting emergency preventive and 
curative  campaigns.47To  reduce  the  number  of  by  water‐born  diseases,  efforts  in  sanitation  and 
water  supply  should  go  hand  in  hand,  as  access  to  adequate  sanitation  facilities  can  reduces  the 
incidence of  infectious diseases by 20 %  to 80 % by  inhibiting disease  generation  and  interrupting 
disease transmission.48 
3.2.3 The relationship between water and food 
Water  is  essential  for  food  production,  around  the  world  and  especially  in  low‐income  countries 
where  agriculture  is  a  key  sector  for  income  generation.  For  millions  of  smallholder  farmers, 
fishermen and herders  in SSA, water  is one of  the most  important production assets, and securing 
access to water is a key factor in enhancing their livelihoods. Globally, an estimated 70 % of available 
freshwater  resources  are  used  for  irrigation,  and  irrigated  agriculture  is  of  crucial  importance  for 
food production, contributing up to 40 percent of the world’s food production.49Consequently, water 
scarcity  can  translate  into  a  national  food  production  constraint.  Especially  countries  highly 












by  more  crops  per  year  or  by  growth  of  heavier‐yielding  crops.  Irrigation  may  also  reduce  yield 
fluctuations  and  allow  more  continuous  and  adaptable  production.  To  summarise,  irrigation 
increases the productivity of the farm, thus reducing the minimum farm size necessary for supplying 


















The  most  influential  donor  agencies  in  the  Water  Sector  Reform  in  all  three  countries  were  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  (IMF)  and  the  World  Bank.  With  the  introduction  of  the  Poverty 
Reduction  Strategy  Paper  (PRSP)  approach  in  1999,  they  provided  the  basis  for  the  reforms  a  few 
years before they were finally implemented. PRSPs are used as a framework for developing poverty 
reduction  strategies  at  country  level.  They  provide  the  basis  of  concessional  lending  and  for  debt 
relief  under  the  enhanced  Heavily  Indebted  Poor  Countries  (HIPC)  initiative.53  In  theory,  five  core 
principles underlie the PRSP approach. According to the IMF, poverty reduction strategies should be 




• partnership‐oriented,  involving  coordinated  participation  of  development  partners 
(government, domestic stakeholders, and external donors). 
• based on a long‐term perspective for poverty reduction.54 
Soon  after  the  development  of  the  PRSP  approach  Kenya,  Uganda  and  Tanzania made  significant 
efforts  to  be  admitted  to  this  program,  which  all  of  them  achieved  between  2000  and  2001.  In 
Uganda,  the  PRSP was  based  on  the  Poverty  Eradication  Action  Plan  (PEAP)  from  1997.  The  PEAP 
suggested  that  the  national  policy  in  general  should  focus  on  decentralisation  and privatisation  to 
address  the  challenges  of  poverty  alleviation.  It  was  intended  to  guide  the  government  and  its 
development  partners  in  policy,  planning  and  resource  decisions.  The  PEAP  set  out  specific  goals, 




2001.  The  stakeholders  in  the  consultations  included  the  private  sector,  civil  society,  the 
development  partners  and  local  communities.  A  national  steering  committee  that  included  all  the 







Government  of  Tanzania  had  a  full  PRSP  endorsed  in  December  2000  after  a  process  led  by  a 
Committee of Ministers and the Governor of the Bank of Tanzania. This committee was also the main 
point of contact for Civil Society Organisations participation in the planning process.  
By  the  tool  of  PRSPs,  the World  Bank  and  the  IMF  had  a  big  influence  on  the  new Water  Sector 
Policies  in  Tanzania,  Kenya  and  Uganda.  In  the  Kenyan  PRSP,  „decentralising  delivery  of  public 
services“56 and the „ unleashing of private sector participation“57 are stated as important instruments 
for  achieving  economic  growth  and  poverty  reduction.  Both  instruments  are  also  found  in  the 
country’s WSR. Private sector development and the privatisation of public enterprises are measures 
found  in  the  Tanzania  PRSP58  and  are  implemented  in  its  WSR.  Also,  in  the  PRSP  the  Tanzanian 
government  aims  to  implement  „efficiency‐promoting  structural  reforms“59  As  shown  later,  the 
World  Bank  has  been  a  major  supporter  for  Decentralisation  and  PSP  for  decades,  so  it  is  not 
surprising that these approaches are found in the WSR of Tanzania as well. Efficiency, Private Sector 
Participation and Decentralisation are also keywords in the WSR and the PRSP of Uganda.60 
As mentioned  above,  PRSPs  claim  to  promote  national  ownership  strategies  through  broad‐based 
participation  of  civil  society.  As  the  PRSPs  provide  the  basis  for  the  later  following  WSRs,  it  is 
important  to  take  a  look  if  this  has  been  the  case  in  the  three  countries.  Afterwards,  it  will  be 








The PRSPs of Tanzania, Kenya and Uganda provide a  list of all  stakeholders  that  took part  into  the 














consisted of a  series of  regional and national  consultations, plus  the  incorporation of  selected civil 
society figures into key drafting and monitoring committees. The civil society process consisted of the 
formulation of an alternative strategy and lobbying for the integration of this with the draft produced 
by  the  Government  of  Tanzania.  Summarising  the  view  of  many  CS  actors,  neither  process  had 
significant  impact  on  the  PRSP.  Most  critics  on  the  participation  process  were  about  a  rushed 
timetable,  poor  information  sharing,  superficial  consultations  rather  than  opportunities  for 
meaningful  participation  or  collaboration  by  CS  and  Government  vagueness  on  the  consultation 
process and its objectives.62The Government’s argument for the rushed time‐frame was the interest 
in  accessing HIPC  funds  that had  to be  signed quickly. But  as  a  result,  the  scope and depth of  the 
participation  process was  very  limited.  Officially,  about  40  Civil  Society  Organisations  (CSOs) were 
involved  in  the  process,  amongst  them  the  key  CS  players  Tanzanian  Social  and  Economic  Trust, 
Tanzania Coalition on Debt and Development and Oxfam Tanzania. There was some criticism that the 
selection  criteria  for  CS  representatives  was  not  transparent.  During  the  preparation  process,  the 
Government  organised  seven  regional  workshops  which  were  held  all  on  the  same  day.  By  this 
measure, adequate preparations or meaningful  interaction was precluded. The general  feeling held 
by CSOs on  the  first PRSP  is  that  they did not  really have any  impact on  the policy  content of  the 
strategy and that the document does not reflect civil society’s perspectives or inputs in a meaningful 
way.  The  rushed  consultation  process  was  restricted  to  some  selected  areas  and  CSOs  were  not 














consultations  were  limited  to  one  day.  Often  only  a  few  stakeholders  were  present  during  these 
consultations  and  civic  leaders  dominated  the  meetings  by  speaking  on  behalf  of  the 
communities.65Moreover,  the  first  Interim‐PRSP  of  Kenya  had  already  been  done  by  the  Kenyan 
Government without citizen’s participation.66 Later,  in the progress of the full PRSP, the CS claimed 









as  consultative,  instead of  truly participative,  arguing  that  the  civil  society actors  could do nothing 
but react to already prepared government views.69 
Nevertheless,  the  formation and activities of  the Pastoralist  Strategy Group provide an example of 
civil  society  in  Kenya organising outside  the  government‐led process  to  considerable  effect  on  the 

























at  which  community  representatives  were  invited  to  discuss  the  draft  PEAP  documents.  A 
chronological  list  of meetings  starts  in December 1999 and ends  in August  2000.74 Although many 
notes of civil society were incorporated into the draft, the CSOs were more left out of the later stages 
of  the  process,  when  they  were  excluded  from  the  discussions  about  the  PRSP  that  was  finally 





all  kind  of  stakeholders  from  all  levels  into  the  planning  stage  to  ensure  comprehensiveness  and 
acceptability.  Led  by  the  Ministry  of  Water,  the  preparation  process  of  the  new  water  policies 
included other Ministries,  e.g. Ministry of Health,  Local Government,  International Donor Agencies 
and  Civil  Society.    Consultations,  meetings,  technical  workshops  and  national  conferences  were 
organised to include all the key stakeholders. Unfortunately, all papers describe this approach in just 
a few phrases and never go into detail, how the participants took part into the reform process. When 
looking  at  the  implementation  plan  of  the  NWSDS  of  Tanzania,  it  is  obvious  that  almost  all 
responsibilities stayed in the hand of the Ministry of Water.76 According to Water Aid, a Kenyan NGO, 




governments  to  initiate  the  reform  processes.  In  both  Tanzania  and  Kenya  the  only  important 
national player in the preparation process was the Ministry of Water, working together closely with 











A  comparison  of  the  papers  of  the  World  Bank’s  Water  and  Sanitation  Program  (WSP)  and  the 
contents of  the  respective water policies  supports  the  revisions  from above.  The WSP  is meant  to 
“effect  the  regulatory  and  structural  changes  needed  for  broad  water  and  sanitation  reform.”79 
Among  23  other  countries,  the  WSP  works  directly  with  client  governments  at  the  regional  and 
national  level  in  Uganda,  Kenya  and  Tanzania,  where  they  share  “best  practices”.80  Consequently, 
through the WSP, the World Bank was a well‐involved donor agency  in the preparation of the new 




understanding  of  the  needs  of  their  communities”.81  Not  very  surprisingly,  this  approach  can  be 




partners,  they  usually  tend  to  be  big  international  donor  agencies,  as  GTZ,  Oxfam  or  UN 
organisations.  
All  in  all,  literature  about  the  planning  stage  is  rare,  and  detailed  analysis  of  the  role  of  the  civil 
society  or  Local  Governments  in  the  planning  process  of  the Water  Policies would  require  on‐site 
research.  What  can  be  concluded  is  that  all  the  ideals  of  the  Bretton  Woods  Organisations  are 
inherited into the Water Sector Reforms. This relationship can be traced back already to the PRSPs. 
Tanzania,  Kenya  and  Uganda  were  looking  for  financial  support  and  debt  relief  under  the  HIPC‐
Initiative,  and  therefore had  to put  their  policies  in  accordance with  the donor principles. As  seen 












developed  to  improve  the access  to water  supply  and  sanitation. However, most of  these  reforms 
and decentralisation programmes were cancelled or undermined by the Governments, due to  inter 
alia the lack of political will and commitment, political interference, conflicts and limited knowledge 
and  experience  in  sector  reforms.  In  the  1970s  and  80s,  water  services  deteriorated  rapidly  as  a 





or  other  climatic  extremes.  New  economic  reform  policies  such  as  civil  service  reform  or  the 
liberalisation and privatisation of public utilities created the enabling  framework  for reforms  in  the 






that by 1991  the whole population should have access  to safe water within 400 metres  from each 
household. At this time, the water system of Tanzania was characterised by non‐involvement of the 
beneficiaries,  use  of  inappropriate  technologies,  use  of  a  top‐down  approach  and  lack  of 
decentralisation.  Despite  the  big  investments  in  the  sector  during  the  1970s  and  1980s,  the 










Nine  years  later,  the  National  Water  Policy  2002  (NAWAPO  2002)  should  have  recognised  the 
country’s  water  supply  system  once  again.  In  contrast  to  the  situation  of  the  last  decades,  the 
responsibility  for water  supply  and  sanitation  should  no  longer  only  be  carried  out  by  the  central 
government, but by various governmental and private institutions over the whole country. Through 
coming  together  in  Water  Users  Groups,  the  population  could  take  over  the  business  for  water 
supply.84In  general,  the  sector  strategy  is  incorporated  into  three  different  programmes:  The 









major  changes  of  the  sector,  the  NWSDS  of  2006  sets  out  how  the  National Water  Policy will  be 
implemented and describes the institutional and legislative changes required.  
The National Water Policy 2002 gives four overall objectives: 
• To  address  cross‐sector  interests  in  water,  watershed  management  and  participatory 
integrated approaches in water resources planning, development and management. 
• To lay a foundation for sustainable development and management of water resources in the 




• To  ensure  full  participation  of  beneficiaries  in  planning,  construction,  operation, 
maintenance and management of community based water supply schemes in rural areas.86 









sector.  The  NWSDS  is  designed  to  cover  the  period  from  2006  to  2015  and  will  be  subject  to  a 
comprehensive review in the year 2011.87 
With  the  new  strategy,  river  basins  should  be  the  planning  and  management  units  rather  than 




entities,  e.g. Water Users Associations, will  be  instituted  to  ensure  that  communities  are  the  legal 
owners of their water supply schemes. Another two important changes in the new strategy are the 
liability  for  cost  recovery  in  urban  areas  and  the  inclusion  of  private  companies  into  the  water 
allocation  system.  Altogether,  with  the  new water  policy  and  strategy  the  Tanzanian  government 
forces the decentralisation of the water sector. The responsibilities for different parts of the whole 
system,  formerly  held  together  in  the  central  government,  are  now  spread  to  a  wide  range  of 
different organisations, e.g. Local Government, private companies or water users.88 






































• Basin and national water resources 
development and management plans 




































The  role  of  the  ministry  will  change  from  being  a  service  provider  to  being  responsible  for 
coordination,  policy  and  guideline  formulation,  and  regulation. Also  it will  ensure  that  the policies 
and strategies are implemented.  
National Water Board 
The National Water  Board  integrates  the  inter‐sector  planning  and  coordinates  the  basin  planning 











Water  Users  Associations  are  the  lowest  level  of management  of  the water  supply  system.  These 
associations are responsible  for  local  level management of allocated water resources, mediation of 
disputes  among  users,  collection  of  various  data  and  participate  in  the  preparation  of  water 




organisations  responsible  for  the  management  and  operation  of  water  supply  systems.  They  are 
financially  autonomous  statutory  organisations,  based  on  the  commercial  viability  of  providing 
theses  services  in  a  designated  area.  This  may  require  clustering  of  water  supply  and  sewerage 
responsibilities across a number of  Local Government authority areas. The clustering can be based 
either on regional and local government boundaries, or on river basins, depending on criteria such as 
potential  viability,  social  or  cultural  factors,  and  geographical  proximity.  Each  authority  either 
provides  the  services  themselves  or  contracts  a  Service  Provider,  which  can  be  public  or  private. 










the  WSSAs  under  varying  contractual  arrangements.  A  Service  Provider  may  be  a  company 
established by one or more Local Government Authorities, or may be from the private sector, or may 
be a Non‐government or Community Based Organisation.  
The  Community Owned Water  Supply Organisations  (COWSOs)  are  bodies  legally  constituted  by  a 
community to own, operate and maintain the water supply systems on behalf of the community. The 
COWSOs have to meet all the costs of operating and maintaining their water supply systems through 
charges  levied  on  the  consumers.  The  COWSOs  may  contract  part  or  all  of  their  operation  and 
















the  year  2000.  The  plan  aimed  to  achieve  this  objective  by 
handing  over  all  responsibilities  to  the  Government,  as 
providing  water  services  to  the  consumers,  making  policy, 
regulating  the use of water  resources and  financing activities 
in  the  water  sector.  In  the  1980s  the  Government  begun  to 
face  budgetary  constraints  and  it  became  clear  that  it would 
not achieve  its goals. Nevertheless,  it was not until 1997 that 
the  Government  published  a  manual  giving  guidelines  on 
handing  over  rural  water  supply  systems  to  communities. 
Another  two  years  later  the  Government  developed  a  full 
policy, the National Water Policy 1999 (Fig. 16). 
The  new  policy  stated  that  the  Government’s  role  would  be 
redefined  away  from  direct  service  provision  to  regulatory 
functions.  The  direct  service  provision  would  be  left  to 
municipalities,  the  private  sector  and  communities.  Facilities 
should  be  handed  over  to  those  responsible  to  encourage 
proper  operation  and  maintenance.  The  strategy  for  the 
implementation  of  the  new Water  Policy  was  devised  in  the 
Water  Act  2002.90  Also,  the  current  National  Development 
Plan  (2002‐2008)  puts  great  emphasis  on  the  value  of water 
for achieving the country’s development objectives. The vision 
for the Kenyan water sector is the achievement of sustainable 
development  and  management  of  the  country’s  water 
resources  as  a  basis  for  poverty  reduction  and  promotion  of 
socio‐economic development.91 










The  long‐term  objective  of  the  Government  is  to  ensure  “access  to  clean  and  potable  water  for 
all”.92With the new Water Act, passed by the Government in the year 2002 and going into effect in 
2003, the key instrument for implementation of the new policy and therefore for reaching the long‐
term  objective  was  developed.  The  Water  Act  established  an  autonomous  Water  Resources 
Management  Authority,  designed  to manage  and  protect  Kenya’s  resources.  The  responsibility  for 
providing  services  was  decentralised  and  devolved  from  the  Ministry  of  Water  to  seven  regional 
Water Services Boards  (WSB). The decision making process  in  respect  to water  resources has been 
decentralised  by  adopting  three  water  resources  management  levels  at  National,  Catchment  and 
Sub‐catchments  levels.  Another  essential  aspect  of  the  reform  outlined  in  the  Water  Act  is  the 
separation of water and sanitation from the management of resources.93 





• To  achieve  sustainable use of water  by making progressive  adjustments  to water  use with 




efficient  response  to  the  challenges  in  the  Kenyan  water  sector.  Under  the  revised  system,  the 
Ministry for Water and irrigation is responsible only for formulating the National Water Policy and for 
carrying out reforms by bringing together all the stakeholders in the water sector. One key principle 
underlying  this  reform  is  a  decentralised  decision  making  by  separation  of  policy,  regulation  and 
service provision within the water and sanitation sector. The management of the water systems will 





















• Reach  through  sewage  collection, 
treatment and disposal systems 40 % of 





















• Creation  of  Water  Service  Boards  for 



























































The Water  Service  Regulatory  Board  (WSRB)  is  the  national  institution  for  the  regulation  of water 
services  and  is  responsible  for  the  implementation  of  Government  policies  and  strategies  in 
connection  with  WSS.  Three  major  tasks  of  its  work  are  licensing  of  Water  Services  Boards, 
determination of service standards and development of tariff guidelines. 
Water Service Boards 
The  responsibility  for  the provision of water  services  is  vested  in  the Water  Services  Boards.  They 
were  established  on  regional  levels  and  their  area  of  jurisdiction  is  delineated  on  the  basis  of 
catchments, administrative boundaries and economic viability. The functions and responsibilities of 
WSBs include the development of facilities and management of the systems, preparation of business 
plans  and  performance  targets,  applying  regulations  on water  services  and  tariffs  and  purchasing, 
leasing or acquiring water and sewerage infrastructure and land. WSBs are realising their mandate in 




Service  Provision  may  be  undertaken  by  the  communities  themselves  or  third  parties.  Whoever 









In  the  past,  the  water  sector  in  Uganda  was  characterised  by  a  heavy  dependence  on  external 
support  and  the  implementation  of  discrete  and  uncoordinated  projects.  Previous  activities  were 
generally  donor‐driven,  and  were  often  piecemeal,  with  approaches  varying  depending  on  the 
players  involved. This caused duplication,  inappropriate sequencing, and  led to  inefficiencies  in  the 
government system,  thus  reducing  the benefits of  investments and decreasing  the sustainability of 
the  water  and  sanitation  services  provided.100  Against  the  background  of  these  problems,  the 
Ugandan Government started a reform of the water and sanitation sector  in 1998. The reform was 
embedded  into  the 1997 Poverty  Eradication Action Plan,  a development  framework  that  sets out 
specific sector‐wide goals, including universal access to primary education, primary health care, and 
safe drinking water.101 The superior goals of the sector reform were in the first place “to ensure that 
water  supply  and  sanitation were  provided with  increased  performance  and  cost  effectiveness”102 
and  in  the  second  place  “to  reduce  the  government’s  financial  burden”.103In  1999,  the  National 
Water Policy (NWP) was introduced, which envisages the strengthening of the regulatory framework 
and  provides  a  basis  for  cost  recovery.  The  superior  objective  of  this  reform  is  to  “manage  and 
develop the water resources of Uganda in an integrated and sustainable manner, so as to secure and 





the  principles  of  integrated  water  resources  management  as  a  means  to  ensuring  sustainable 











continuing  recognition  of  the  social  value  of  water,  while  at  the  same  time  giving  much  higher 
attention to the economic value of water.105 
The  overall  goal  of  the  water  sector  Uganda  is  “to  manage  and  develop  the  water  resources  of 
Uganda  in  an  integrated  and  sustainable manner  so  as  to  secure  and  provide  water  of  adequate 
quantity and quality  for all  social and economic needs  for  the present and  future generations with 
the full participation of all stakeholders.”106 
They key water sector objectives include: 
• To promote coordinated water  resources management  to ensure provision of water  for all 
social and economic activities. 





Ministry  of Water  is  now  limited  to  policy‐making  and  coordination.  Instead,  local  authorities,  the 
private  sector  and  communities  are  responsible  for  planning,  implementation  and  operation  and 
maintenance  of  rural  water  and  sanitation  facilities.  The  Government  policies  in  the water  sector 
now focus on Decentralisation, Private Sector Participation and the  inclusion of NGOs, Civil Society 
and beneficiary communities. It is also highlighted that women shall participate at all levels in sector 
institutions and  in decision‐making.108As  the new policy describes water as an  important economic 
good,  the water  sector  has  to work  under  cost  recovery.109  The  implementation  of  a  Sector Wide 
Approach (SWAp) directly after the NAWAPO 1999 should also contribute to higher efficiency of the 
sector  and  participation  of  all  stakeholders  of water  sector  activities.110This  comprehensive  sector 






































• Creation  of  Directorate  of  Water 










Some  of  the most  crucial  responsibilities  of  the Ministry  of Water  are  policy  formulation,  setting 
standards,  strategic  planning,  coordination  and  capacity  building.  Furthermore,  it  assures  water 
quality  and  provides  technical  assistance.  Provision  of  water  is  not  included  into  the  tasks  of  the 
ministry. 
Directorate of Water Development  
The  Directorate  of  Water  Development  is  the  government  lead  agency  responsible  for  policy 
guidance,  coordination and  regulation of  all water  sector  activities  including provision of oversight 
and support services to the local governments and other water supply service providers. The major 
functions  of  the  DWD  include  promotion  of  the  rational  management  and  use  of  the  waters,  to 
47 
 
promote  the  provision  of  clean,  safe  and  sufficient  supply  of  water  for  domestic  purposes  to  all 
persons  and  to  control  water  pollution.  Further  responsibilities  are  progressive  introduction  and 






The  main  responsibilities  of  User  Communities  are  planning,  implementation,  operation  and 
maintenance of the rural water and sanitation facilities. User communities are also obliged to pay for 





The  NWSC  is  an  autonomous  entity  responsible  for  the  delivery  of  water  supply  and  sewerage 
services  in the major towns and large urban centres.  In smaller cities and rural areas, other private 




Before going  into  the comparison of  the contents of  the  reforms,  the most visible  similarity of  the 
reforms  can  be  seen  in  Figure  18,  namely  the  similar  time  frame.  The  introduction  of  the Water 
Sector Reform in all three countries started with the presentation of a new water policy  in the late 
1990s. Also, the water policies were all followed by an implementation strategy up to the year 2002. 












Besides  of  the  similar  chronology,  the  new  water  policies  of  Kenya,  Uganda  and  Tanzania  show 









they  often  decide  to  create  temporary  institutional  bodies  to  be  able  to  manage  the  reforms 
effectively.  In  Kenya,  the  Sector  Reform  Secretariat  and  the  Water  Sector  Reform  Steering 
Committee were created as a unit within  the Ministry of Water and  Irrigation directly  reporting  to 
the Permanent Secretary, and were entirely staffed by officials of the MWI.  This may partly explain 













Sector, besides the Ministry of Finance, the most  important partner  is the Ministry of Health.  In all 
countries, the MoW has handed over the responsibility of sanitation either to Ministry of Health or 
Local Governments. Consequently, sanitation remains the weak point of sector reform processes  in 
all  three  countries  and  still  has  to  be  adequately  addressed.115  Nevertheless,  in  two  of  the  three 





a  lot of ministries  are  involved  in  the Water  Sector,  as  the Ministry of Health, Ministry of Gender, 




Lerise  from  the  GTZ  in  Dar‐es  Salaam  stated,  the  Ministry  of  Water  and  Ministry  of  Health  are 
“looking at each other”,118 meaning that is all what they do in communication. 
5.4.4 Institutional Set‐up 
The  institutional  set‐up of  the  three  countries and  the  responsibilities of  the particular  institutions 
seem  to  be  very  similar.  Above  all,  the  Ministry  of  Water  is  responsible  for  policy‐making  and 
coordination.  Below,  the  WSRB  in  Kenya,  the  DWD  in  Uganda,  and  the  National  Water  Board  in 









regulation of water  sector  activities.  In  Tanzania  the National Water Board has  some  further  tasks 
such as data collection and resource assessment. Whereas in Tanzania and Kenya the focus of water 
management now  is on river basins and catchment areas,  this approach could not be  found  in  the 
Ugandan Water  Policy.  As  a  consequence,  institutions  at  this  level  exist  only  in  two  of  the  three 
countries, which are the Catchment Areas Advisory Committee in Kenya and the Basin Water Board 
in Tanzania. The reason for  this difference may be found  in the fact  that  the Nile Basin constitutes 
about 98 %119 of  the  total area of  the country and  responsible  institution  for  the allocation of Nile 
water  is  the  international  Nile  Basin  Initiative.  In  all  three  countries,  the  exact  role  of  Local 
Governments  in  the  new Water  Policies,  although mentioning  their  importance,  remains  unclear. 






To  ensure  the  interaction  between  the  different  levels,  the Ugandan Government  has  created  the 
District Water and Sanitation Committees and the Inter‐district Co‐ordination Committees. The first 
mentioned  institution  includes  representatives  from  Local  Governments,  NGOs  and  the  private 
sector and was set up to improve co‐ordination at the Local Government level and ensure interaction 
between  the  relevant  departments,  private  sector, NGOs  and  local  communities.  The  Inter‐district 
Co‐ordination  Committees  shall  review  the  process  of  implementation  of  WSS  activities  in 
neighbouring  districts  and  share  experiences.  Although  a  better  interaction  between  Local 
Governments and the Ministry of Water is a defined goal in the other Water Policies as well, no such 
institutions have been created in Kenya and Tanzania. 
Finally  it  has  to  be  mentioned  that  although  the  objectives  of  the  Water  Policies  include 
improvements of provision of water as well as sanitation facilities, no country installed an institution 
responsible  for  this  issue.  Sanitation  is  only  regarded as part  of  the WSS  sector when  it  relates  to 










When  looking  at  the  right  column  of  the  figures  above  summarising  the  strategies  of  the  water 
policies,  it  is obvious that they do not differ a  lot. Consequently, a review of the respective policies 
shows that the three countries follow very similar principles (Table 7). 
 
Strategies  Tanzania  Kenya  Uganda 




Decentralisation of responsibilities  ✔  ✔  ✔ 




Cost recovery  ✔  ✔  ✔ 
Level of water management at river basins  ✔  ✔   
Gender focus    ✔  ✔ 
Sector Wide Approach  ✔*  ✔*  ✔ 





the  SWAp  in  Tanzania  and  Kenya  in  2007,  the  strategy  for  implementation  of  the  Water  Policy 
became even more similar. However since the implementation of the SWAp in Tanzania, most of the 
other  activities,  which were  part  of  the  comprehensive  reform  process,  have  been  clearly  slowed 
down. The complex  implementation mechanisms of  the SWAp seem to  result  in a  further delay of 











Tanzania wants  to  reach water  supply  coverage  for  82%  of  rural  and  95%  of  urban  population  by 
2015, Kenya  is  in total accordance with the MDGs, aiming to reach at  least 50% of the undeserved 
urban  and  rural  population  by  2015.  At  this  time,  Uganda  already  is  expecting  a  coverage  rate  of 
100%. Regarding sanitation, Tanzania  looks forward to cover 95% by 2015, Kenya 72.5% (rural) and 
77.5 % (urban) by 2015 and Uganda 100% in urban and 95% in rural areas by 2015.122 
Obviously  the  particular  definitions  of  coverage  of  each  country  have  to  be  regarded    in  order  to 
compare  these  figures.  As  all  three  countries  put  their  overall  poverty  reduction  strategies  in 
accordance with the MDGs, the UN definition will be noted first.  































































Area  rural  urban  rural  urban    rural  urban  rural  urban 
Tanzania  82  95  95  2015  0.4  25 
Kenya  *  72.5  77.5  2015  1  20 








strengthened  by  the  varying  standards  and  definitions.  As  a  consequence,  comparisons  of  current 
water supply and sanitation coverage rates have to be regarded with suspicion. 
6 The policy of Decentralisation and Private Sector Participation 
As  the  strategies of Private  Sector Participation and Decentralisation play an  important  role  in  the 
current water  sector  strategies of Tanzania, Kenya and Uganda,  the general experiences of Private 
Sector Participation in the water sector will be discussed here. This abstract shall give an overview of 










government  [...]  or  nongovernmental  private  or  voluntary  organizations.“130In  practice 
decentralisation  adopts  many  forms  and  has  several  dimensions.  However,  the  development 




decentralisation.  In  contrast,  the  central  issue  for  both  delegation  and  devolution  relates  to  the 
balancing  of  central  and  local  interests.  Delegation  refers  to  a  situation  in  which  the  central 
government  transfers  responsibility  for  decision‐making  and  administration  of  public  functions  to 
Local  Governments.  This  form  of  decentralisation  can  be  characterised  as  a  principal‐agent 
relationship, with  the central government as  the principal and the Local Government as  the agent. 
Finally,  devolution,  a  more  extensive  form  of  decentralisation,  refers  to  a  situation  in  which  the 
central  government  transfers  authority  for  decision‐making,  finance,  and  management  to 
autonomous units of Local Government.131 Devolution usually transfers responsibilities for services to 
municipalities  that  elect  their  own  mayors  and  councils,  raise  their  own  revenues,  and  have 
independent authority to make investment decisions. In a devolved system, local governments have 
clear  and  legally  recognised  geographic  boundaries  over which  they  exercise  authority  and within 
which  they  perform  public  functions.132In  Uganda,  Tanzania  and  Kenya,  decentralisation  by 
















former  status  in  many  countries  and  executed  governance  in  a  more  personalised  form.133After 
decades of disappointment, many African nations were seeking alternative form governance, paving 
the way for a broad decentralisation process.134For the past two decades, decentralisation is a major 
concern  of  developing  countries,  the  international  development  community  and  researchers. 
Although  following  the  same  idea,  the  precise  dimension,  level  of  responsibility,  and  set  of 
government authorities involved has varied widely by country.135 
With the diversion of fiscal, political, and administrative powers, decentralisation theoretically has a 
very  multidimensional  aspect.  First,  it  can  affect  a  wide  range  of  issues  from  service  delivery  to 
poverty reduction to macroeconomic stability. Second, the management of decentralisation requires 
intimate  knowledge  of  local  institutions  and  a  nuanced  understanding  of  the  process  of 
decentralisation.  Third,  limited  empirical  evidence  exists  about  what  works  and  what  does  not. 
Together,  these  three  factors  pose  a  daunting  challenge  for  those  responsible  for  designing  and 
managing decentralisation.136 
6.1.3 The theoretical impact of decentralisation 
There  are  as many  reasons  for  decentralisation  as  levels  of  implementations.  By  decentralisation, 
governments may aim to integrate separation movements or minority groups in the political process, 
consequently leading to more freedom in a specific region. Furthermore, an increase of engagement 
of  civil  society and  the  inclusion of  local knowledge can be expected. Above all, decentralisation  is 
about political accountability of government acting, vertically between politicians and the population 
and horizontally between politicians and executives.137 



















and  positive  impact  on  poverty  alleviation  through  increased  efficiency  and  better  targeting  of 
services.  Enhanced  efficiency  in  service  provision  could  directly  improve  poor  people’s  access  to 
education,  health,  water,  sewage  and  electricity,  which  are  all  highly  important  poverty‐related 
concerns.138 




























match  public  goods  to  local  preferences.  Because  they  are  closer  to  the  people  than  the  central 
government, they have better information about the preferences of local populations and therefore 
can  respond  adequately  to  the  variations  in  demands  for  goods  and  services.142  Moreover,  by 
promoting competition among sub‐national governments, decentralisation is thought to increase the 














The productive  efficiency  argument  states  that  local  governments  can produce  the  same goods  at 
lower  costs  than  central  governments.  Since  sub‐national  governments  are  evidently  closer  to  the 
people,  citizens may be more aware of  sub‐national governments’ actions  than  they are of  central 
government activities. Thus, citizens can exert pressure on government more easily near the location 
of  service  delivery.  Also,  there  are  fewer  bureaucratic  filters  between  elected  officials  and 
implementers, which means that the potential  for conflicts between principal and agent  is reduced 
and monitoring  is easier. Finally, amongst many other reasons, decentralisation may make  it easier 
for  government  to  recover  the  costs  of  public  services.  In  other  words,  making  services  more 
demand‐responsive  may  have  the  added  benefit  of  increasing  households’  willingness  to  pay  for 
services.  Moreover,  a  relatively  close  match  between  supply  and  local  demand,  if  coupled  with 
transparency  and  with  local  cost  recovery,  can  provide  the  incentives  and  information  base  for 
effective local monitoring.144 
Risks 
Although,  in  theory,  the  number  of  positive  aspects  outweighs  the  number  of  the  negative  ones, 
decentralisation might  be  used  by  governments  for  following  aspects,  hence  resulting  in  negative 
consequences for the affected population. Decentralisation might by used to: 
• Elevate  local  personalities  in  positions  where  they  can  be  used  for  central  government’s 
interests. 





national  effects  and  those  concerned  with  local  effects.  First,  sub‐national  governments  may  use 
their newfound power  in ways that exceed the boundaries of  rational distribution of authority and 
resources from a national perspective. For example, local government may engage in policymaking in 
areas  that  have  clear  inter‐jurisdictional  crossover,  hence  would  be  more  appropriately  located 







undermine  national  policy.  Here,  the  devolution  of  tax  and  regulatory  authority  may  lead  to  a 
decentralisation of corruption and hence a rise in overall cost and a decrease in predictability.147 
The second major argument against decentralisation concerns the possibility of elite capture of local 





processes,  leading  to  a  broad  variety  of  theories,  results  and  recommendations.  There  is  neither 
theoretical  nor  empirical  agreement  on  the  relation  between  decentralisation  and  the  rate  of 
economic growth.  There are more  contradictory  views about  the  issues of equity  and distribution. 
Whereas  some  analysts  argue  that  in  circumstances  local  governments  achieve  such  goals  more 








Although decentralisation  has  been  a  highly  discussed  issue  in  the  development  area  for  decades, 
there  is  little  literature on the  impact of this process to women. Manor notes that “it appears that 
the empowerment of arenas at or near  the  local  level, where prejudices against women are often 














juridical,  social,  political,  and  economical  empowerment.  Regarding  personal  empowerment,  the 
impacts were rather positive, whereas effects on  juridical empowerment were either not visible or 
negative. For example, women were more insecure on their personal rights and access to local courts 
was  often more  difficult  than  to  central  courts  before. No  big  changes  or  improvements  could  be 
recognised  on  social  empowerment.  The  process  of  decentralisation  improved  the  situation  in 
political  empowerment,  meaning  the  participation  in  public  institutions.  Finally,  the  effects  on 
economical  empowerment  were  diverse.  Whereas  the  effects  on  awareness  about  property  and 




the  reform. One  reason  is  that  the  financial  power  is  still  in  the hand of  the Central Government.  
Between  70  and  90  percent154  of  the  budget  allocated  by  the  Central  Government  to  the  Local 
Governments is carried out under the “conditional grant”, hence are attached to certain conditions. 
Local  Governments  are  allowed  to  use  this  budget  only  in  the  sectors  determined  in  the  Poverty 
Eradication Action Plan. In fact, the Local Governments are only free to decide about the use of the 
remaining  15  %  of  the  budget.  As  a  consequence,  even  if  the  local  population  takes  part  in  the 
budget  planning  process,  their  suggestions  can  only  be  implemented  constricted.  The  relationship 
between  the analysed Local Government and  the community does not  show a better  result of  the 
reform.  The  limited budgetary  capacity  and  the  low number of  employees  in  the  council  have  the 
consequence that the intended standards, e.g. regular meetings, information of the population about 
political  processes,  measures  to  include  the  population  into  decision‐making  processes,  have  not 
been adequately or even have not been  implemented at all.  In  fact,  the  former existing  structures 
have  even  been  strengthened.  The  people  that  take  part  in  political  meetings  now  are  the  same 
people that always participated. Because of its own structure and language, the local political system 
is hard  to  identify and does not  stimulate new persons  to enter  it. As a  result,  the majority of  the 
population is excluded from political processes.155 The study concludes with another study of Devas 
and  Grant,  which  finally  remarks  that  “it  is  clear  that  the  assumptions  that  decentralisation  of 










As shown by  the experiences of  the  last decades, empirical evidence on  the  theoretical  impacts of 
decentralisation  is  either  nonexistent  or  conflicting.  Especially  in  developing  countries,  because  of 













• To  promote  overall  government  accountability,  government  budgets  and  expenditure 
programmes need to be disclosed also to the public.159 
• If  the central government makes no effort  to  redistribute resources  for poorer areas,  fiscal 

















Overall,  it  can  be  said  that  decentralisation  is  a  very  complex  process  whose  success  depends 
strongly  on  the  design  of  decentralisation  and  the  institutional  arrangements  that  govern  its 








While the term “Private Sector Participation”  is  in common use, there  is a high ambiguity about  its 
exact meaning. Generally  speaking,  the  term “private  sector”  is used  to  refer  to  formal and profit‐
making enterprises, but can also denote any organisation that is not public. In the context of PSP in 
the  water  sector,  the  focus  is  almost  entirely  on  formal  water  companies,  which  can  be  large, 
multinational, local, small‐scale, or many other types of operators. So, in the water sector, the term 
Private  Sector  Participation  usually  refers  to  the  involvement  of  formal  private  companies  in  a 
contractual agreement with a public agency. This common understanding is used in this analysis. The 
term  “privatisation”  is  also  widely  used  in  this  paper  and  refers  to  increasing  private  sector 
involvement, which can be seen equally as participation of the private sector.163 
In  general,  the  Private  Sector  Participation  in  water  supply  involves  three  categories  of  private 
organisations: 




International  and national  consulting  and  construction  companies have  traditionally been active  in 
the  water  sector  in  the  design  and  construction  phases,  whereas  the  advent  of  international 









Types  of  contractual  forms  for  private  sector  participation  vary  from  simple  service  contracts 
handling  over  little  responsibility  to  concession  contracts  having  almost  no  restrictions  for  the 
contractor.  With  (i)  service  contracts,  public  authority  retains  overall  responsibility  and  private 
companies do only maintenance of  specific  system components.  Further  reaching  (ii) management 
contracts are more comprehensive and involve the transfer of responsibility for overall management 
of, for example, operation and maintenance. Lease contracts (iii) transfer the commercial risk to the 
private  sector  and  include  operation  and  management  as  well  as  revenue  collection.  The  final 
concession  contracts  (iv)  give  full  responsibility  to  private  companies  and  cover  operation  and 





Privatisation  of  public  infrastructure  became  the mantra  of many  development  agencies  since  the 
late 1980s. Water supply was not an exception and different forms of Private Sector Participation in 
water supply have been experimented. Among the policy circles, privatisation became the objective 




providing  access  to  everyone.  Because  of  lack  of  funding  to  improve  the  water  infrastructure, 
development  countries  are  caught  into  the  “low‐level  equilibrium”167  implying  low  operational 
efficiency leads to low quality service. The private sector can solve this problem by using the market 
principles. Those in favour of the involvement of private sector in water supply argue that this step 











not be  in the hands of  the private sector. They argue that since water  is unlike any other resource 
and  because  of  the  fact  that  water  is  the  essence  of  life  itself,  it  should  not  be  treated  like  a 
commodity based on market principles. Access to water for everyone then becomes a human right 
and it is the state’s obligation to provide this vital resource to everyone. A third group that is situated 
between  these  two  opposing  views  argues  that  a  solution  can  be  found  considering  water  as  an 
economic good and a human right at the same right.169 
6.2.3 The theoretical impact of Private Sector Participation 








argument.  Consequently,  PSP  was  introduced  to  bring  investment,  increases  access,  and  improve 
quality of the water supply. 
Even when accepting these points of the neoliberal theory, it has to be stated that the water sector 
differs  from  other  industries.  The  initial  assumptions  of  the  market  theory  are  that  there  are  no 
externalities,  the  good  is  not  public,  the  market  is  not  monopolistic,  and  no  asymmetry  of 
information exists. The case of water supply contradicts many of these exceptions and is considered 
as  a  natural monopoly.  But  also  compared  to other  natural monopolies,  such  as  gas or  electricity, 
some major differences can be  found.   For example,  the separation between upstream production 













Consequently,  the  competitive elements of  the  supply  chain  comprise only  a  small  element of  the 
overall  costs  and  leave  little  potential  for  efficiency  improvements.171  It  is  argued  by  Balance  and 






Various  studies  analysing  the  issue of poverty  and privatisation examined  in different  countries  all 
over the world  in the  last years found all spectrums of possible results. Some studies stated access 
and  coverage  improvements.  Others  showed  that  it  is  the  poor  who  benefit  the most,  and  again 
some  others  resulted  in  the  quite  opposite,  saying  that  it  is  especially  the  poor  facing  negative 
impacts in terms of job loss and decrease in income and reduced access to basic services.174 Amongst 
many  other  institutions  the  World  Bank,  one  of  the  first  and  most  resolute  proponents  for  the 
inclusion of the private sector in the water supply has done several studies on this issue. After many 
studies  in  favour  of  PSP,  recent  ones  argue  that  PSP  does  not  necessarily  improve  coverage.175In 
another study Estache et al. demonstrate that although the total welfare increases as a result of PSP, 
the gains are not shared with the poor. They show that there appears to be no difference between 
private  and  public  operation  in  terms  of  efficiency  performance.176In  a  joint  publication,  IMF  and 
World  Bank  recognise  that  PSP  is  not  necessarily  superior  to  the  public  sector  in  the  provision  of 
water  services.177Despite  all  the  varying  results,  it  probably  can  be  said  that  the  majority  of  PSP 
programs did not achieve what was intended by the PSP. Over the time, a lot of negative results, as 












On  the  following,  the  experiences  of  the  effects  of  PSP  on  some major  dimensions  are  discussed 
more detailed. 
Water price 
With  water  prices,  the  studies  done  are  slightly  more  conclusive  than  most  of  the  others.  An 
outcome often  surveyed  after  the  introduction of  PSP  in  an  area was  an  increase of water  prices. 
Raising water prices is counterproductive and increases inequality, taking into account the low level 












services  below  the  levels  required  to  finance  investments  in  meeting  demand.  Consequently, 
governments have to recognise that revenues from user fees have to rise through price increases to 
meet cost recovery. Further argumentation suggests that private provision reduce costs in the order 










not  able  to  show whether  private  sector  was  responsible  for  increasing  coverage,  since  coverage 
rates also  increased  in areas with public sector management. As  for  the connection rates  for poor, 
there is no evidence that this increase can be associated with the private sector.  
Service expansion 
According  to  Harris,  the  evidence  suggests  that  in many  cases  the  private  sector  does  as well,  or 
better,  than public provision.  In many cases the biggest gains  from private provision come through 
increased  investments  to  meet  increasing  demand  and  serve  previously  unattended  consumers. 
Well‐designed  private  water  schemes  have  also  seen  impressive  results  in  terms  of  service 










                 Source: Harris 2003:19                                          Source: Harris 2003:19 
Although  these  figures  show  that  PSP  can  lead  to  improved  utility  performance,  there  is  little 
evidence to show the extent to which service expansion has been extended to urban poor in areas of 












contract  documents  that  will  ultimately  be  the  basis  for  engaging  the  private  sector.  However  in 





private  sector  involvement  have  been  mixed.  For  both  industrialised  and  developing  economies, 
studies do not  robustly  support  the view  that water  sector PSP has  improved  firm‐level  efficiency. 









Following  the  introduction  of  private  participation  in  the  provision  of  water  in  Dhakar,  Senegal, 


















deliver  different  benefits.  Also,  there  is  no  agreement  on  basic  definitions  of  key  performance 
indicators  for use  in  comparative performance monitoring of PSP  contracts.  Table 10  indicates  the 




















As  shown  in  this  section,  PSP  in  the WSS  sector  in  developing  countries  has  often  fallen  short  of 
expectations. A main  result  is  that  PSP  is  not  a panacea  for  all  the problems  in  the WSS  sector  as 
some development practitioners had thought in the early 1990s. Nevertheless, certain circumstances 













alongside  the not  so poor.  It may  therefore not  be practical  and may not make business  sense  to 
have a dedicated  infrastructure service for the poor to the exclusion of the not so poor. Many PSP 
contracts  do  not  take  into  account  those  living  in  informal  settlements,  in  part  because  the  city 
authorities regard these as illegal or temporary settlements. Overall, the success of a PSP depends a 
lot on pro‐poor contracts188 
The  lessons  point  out  that  synergy  between  the  public  sector,  enforcing  effective  contracts  and 
installing effective regulatory mechanisms, and the private sector, finding ways to reduce costs and 











of privatisation or public administration  to explore  the myriad options  that  lie between  them;  it  is 




In a  study personally done  in February 2009  in Karatu  town, Tanzania,  the  local  situation of water 
supply  and  sanitation  was  analysed.  Karatu  town  is  the  capital  of  the  district  of  the  same  name 
Karatu, where  in  2002  lived  18,000  out  of  the whole  district’s  180,000  inhabitants191.  The  town  is 
situated 120 km north‐west of Arusha in the highlands of Tanzania at a sea level of 1400 m (Fig. 25). 
In this region, the average temperature  is 20°C and the average annual rainfall varies between 600 
mm  and  1500  mm.  For  comparison,  this  is  about  the  same  amount  of  rainfall  as  in  Austria.  The 
economy of the region is strongly dominated by the agrarian sector, which is responsible for 80 % of 
the income.192 
Karatu  itself  can be called a “tourist‐transit“  town, because all  safari  tourists going  from Arusha  to 
the  Ngorongoro  crater  or  the  Serengeti  National  Park  pass  through  Karatu  on  the  asphalt  road 
shortly before arriving at the tourist attractions.193 As a consequence, Karatu provides a lot of safari 
tourism  infrastructure,  such  as  banks,  petrol  stations  or  garages.  Nevertheless,  as  most  of  the 
tourists  just  path  through or  only  stay  for  short  time,  Karatu  does  not  benefit  very much  from  its 

















20  years,  Karatu  has  experienced  an  acute  shortage  of  water.  To  improve  the  situation  of  water 
supply,  a  water  board  was  founded  in  1999,  known  as  Karatu  Villages  Water  Supply  (Kaviwasu). 














same year,  the coverage of  the area with DWPs was at 80 %, which by definition of  the Tanzanian 
Governent  means  that  the  closest  DWP  is  situated  not  more  than  400  metres  away  from  any 
household.195According to the Karatu District Council, through working in close collaboration with the 
District Authorities and the Roman Catholic Church Mbulu diocese, the problem of inadequate water 



















































Government  to  supply  water  to  6  villages.  For  these  villages,  Kaviwasu  is  the  only  responsible 
organisation for water supply and does not  have to report about their work to any Local or Central 
Government.  According to the Company, as a grass‐roots organisation founded by the people, they 
are  not  interested  in  making  a  profit  for  themselves,  but  invest  almost  all  their  revenue  for 
maintenance and new inventions. 
7.3.1 Organisation and responsibilities 






































For  each  DWP,  there  is  one  small  WUG,  whose  members  are  chosen  by  the  households  in  the 
vicinity. Each WUG chooses one or more persons to work directly at the DWP. They are responsible 
for collecting the  fees that are sent  to  the Main Office about once a week. As  they usually are  the 
first to witness technical problems at the DWP, they also inform the Kaviwasu Bureau in Karatu about 













The company earns almost 100 % of  its budget out of  the  fees collected at  the DWPs. There  is no 
Government support, and usually funds are received only for concrete investments. For example, the 
borehole was partly financed by Miserio, a German NGO, and SNV, a Dutch NGO.  
The  company  provides  two  possibilities  to  get  water,  directly  at  a  DWP  or  by  having  a  private 
connection. The price of the water depends on the way the water is received. 
In February 2009, the price for water collected directly at a DWP was 0.03 €/20 l.201 With a private 
connection,  the double price, 0.06 €/20  l, was charged. For comparison,  the current water price  in 




At  the  ministry  level,  there  is  no  law  concerning  the  supply  of  the  population  with  sanitation 
facilities.  Optionally,  village  councils  can  implement  by‐laws  concerning  sanitation.  Consequently, 
some villages and cities do have by‐laws while others do not have any laws at all regarding sanitation. 
In Karatu, there are no by‐laws, and neither the local government nor Kaviwasu has any responsibility 
to  supply  the  population with  sanitation  facilities.  There  is  no  sewerage,  and  because  of  the  high 
costs of such a system,  it will not be constructed within the near future.  204 Consequently, the only 
responsible institution caring about sanitation is that of the village council, and then only when the 
inhabitants  themselves have decided that  there  is a need for sewerage. The most common private 
sanitation facilities in the area are pit  latrines, which are constructed usually in the gardens next to 

















in  the past  ten years. Today,  there are not only many more District Water points  than  in  the past, 














when  there  is  one,  the  repair  is  usually  carried  out  fairly  quickly.  Although  there  are many more 





Policy  was  published,  it  is  hard  to  define  the  causes  for  the  current,  decentralised  type  of 
organisation  of  the water  supply  sector  in  Karatu.  Another  reason  that makes  it  hard  to  describe 
whether  the  water  policy  is  the  major  cause  for  the  present  situation,  is  that  only  very  few 
interviewed people  in  responsible  positions,  at  Kaviwasu  as well  as  the District  Council, were well 
informed about the policy. Moreover, none of the interviewed customers had ever heard about this 
paper, published seven years ago. Nevertheless,  this  type of organisation  is  in accordance with the 




the one hand,  the population  is  directly  involved  into  the practical work,  e.g.  fee  collection  at  the 
DWP  or  the  information  about  technical  problems.  Also,  in  theory,  Water  Users  Groups  and  the 
Village Water  Committees  are  involved  into  the demand  assessment  for  new DWPs. On  the other 
hand,  regarding  the  distribution  of  the  DWPs,  it  is  hard  to  believe  that  all  communities  were 
integrated in this process equally. Whereas Karatu town and the northern villages, which are closer 
to  the  sources,  usually  are  supplied well  over  the whole  year,  the  people  living  at  the  end  of  the 
water  pipes  usually  face  lack  of  water  for  many  months  of  each  year.  But  also  during  the  rainy 
season, when the amount of water is sufficient, the walking distances to the next Water Point tend 
to be much  longer  in  the southern villages  than  in  the well‐covered areas. Because of  the unequal 
allocation of sufficient water supply  in the region, the author cannot agree with the Karatu District 
Council,  saying  that  “by  the  year  2000  the  problem  of  inadequate water  supply was  considerably 
solved or reduced”.207Although the situation improved a lot in the last decade, the fact that Kaviwasu 
is a private company that does not have to legitimate their actions to any institution seemed to have 
brought  some  negative  effects.  As  already  mentioned,  coverage  is  not  achieved  in  the  southern 
villages where longer and consequently more expensive pipes would be necessary for construction. 
But  without  being  forced  to  reach  100  %  coverage  and  the  fact  that  DWPs  in  Karatu  town  are 
cheaper to construct and bring higher revenues, there does not seem to be a focus on that goal. Also, 
no one has an overlook about the exact revenues and the expenditures of the company, so it is hard 
to  prove  if  really  almost  all  money  is  used  for  maintenance  and  only  little  money  left  for  the 
construction of new DWPs. One of the most crucial points of criticism comes from a Canadian NGO 
called CPAR working  in Karatu,  saying  that even during dry  season, when  there  is  limited water at 
many DWPs, tourist lodges connected to the public water pipes always are able to fill their swimming 
pools.208 
As a  result, on  the one side  it  can be stated  that  the situation of water  supply  improved since  the 
private company Kaviwasu took over the responsibility. On the other side,  it  is evident that specific 
pro‐poor  approaches  and  goals  as  area‐wide  provision  of  water  have  to  be  defined  in  contracts 
between  the  company  and  the  Local  Government.  Also,  regulation  and  consequent  monitoring 












facing  problems  to  meet  basic  needs  every  day.  It  is  especially  the  poor  whose  income  depends 
mainly on agriculture and who have to rely on rainfall without having access to water for irrigation. 




implementation of  comprehensive Poverty Reduction  Strategies  is  the  first  of  four  reasons  for  the 




of people without sustainable access to safe drinking water by 2015.   Finally,  the  last reason  is  the 
pressure  of  donor  agencies,  mainly World  Bank  and  IMF,  which  made  debt  reliefs  dependent  on 
structural reforms under the HIPC  initiative. The PRSPs envisaged achieving higher efficiency of the 
state as well  as  the abatement of Governments  financial burden, which, amongst other  strategies, 
should  be  achieved  by  Decentralisation  and  Private  Sector  Participation.  Consequently,  the  water 
sector had to follow these approaches and needed to be changed.  
The role of World Bank and IMF in the WSRs is leading directly to the third part of the thesis, which 
was  to  describe  the  influence  of  different  stakeholders  in  the  formulation  of  the WSRs.  Although 
more  field  research would be needed to get a clear and detailed answer on this process,  it  can be 













The  question,  if  Decentralisation  and  Private  Sector  Participation  are  adequate  tools  to  reach  the 
goals in the water sector cannot be answered with yes or no. What can be said is that there are no 





determining  factors  of  special  importance  are  the  need  of  strict  contracts,  including  pro‐poor 
commitments,  and  regular  monitoring  of  any  governmental  institution.  Especially  in  development 
countries  the  latter  requirement often  is difficult  to be  carried out with  sufficient quality,  as weak 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C – 1     DWP 1, Karatu  22.02.2009 
C – 2    DWP 2, Karatu  22.02.2009 
C – 3    DWP 2, Karatu  22.02.2009 
C – 4    DWP 2, Karatu  22.02.2009 
C – 5    DWP 2, Karatu  22.02.2009 
C – 6    DWP 2, Karatu  22.02.2009 
C – 7    DWP 3, Karatu  22.02.2009 
C – 8    DWP 3, Karatu  22.02.2009 
C – 9    DWP 3, Karatu  22.02.2009 
C – 10 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3, Karatu  22.02.2009 
C – 11 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3, Karatu  22.02.2009 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12 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4, Karatu  22.02.2009 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13 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4, 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5, 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5, Gongali  23.02.2009 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25 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– 26 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– 27 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6, Gongali  23.02.2009 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